347. THE QUESTION OF REPATRIATING THE   CHINESE

We had earlier told our readers that the British Government had
taken up the matter of repatriating the Chinese and that they were also
prepared to bear the cost of doing so,1 This has led to much excitement
in the Transvaal, and the white mine-owners are planning, among other
things, to send a deputation to England to prevent Chinese repatriation.
General Botha has written to the Government saying that the Chinese
not only did not desist from acts of violence against Boer farmers but
were, in fact, becoming more cruel. The question arises as to how long
these outrages will continue. If the Government of the Transvaal and
the mine-owners could not stop this outrageous conduct by the Chinese,
the Boers would complain to the British Government about it. He further
says that, if the Government did not give a satisfactory reply, the Boers
would send a deputation to the British Government in order to appeal
to them to arrange the repatriation of the Chinese.

[From Gujarati]
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348. JOHANNESBURG LETTER
[After May 18, 1906]*
TRAM TEST CASE
- The case filed by Mr. Ebrahim Saleji Coovadia against the Johannes-
burg municipality was heard last Friday the 18th by Mr. Cross, the
Magistrate. In his deposition, Mr. Coovadia stated that he was the
Treasurer of the British Indian Association and that, when, on April 7,
he attempted to board an electric tram, the conductor refused to admit
him. The conductor deposed on behalf of the municipality, and with
his testimony, the presentation of the municipal case was over. On this
occasion, the municipality was represented by Barrister Feetham. On
behalf of Mr. Coovadia, Mr. Gandhi was present to brief and assist
Mr. Blame, the Defence[?] Counsel Arguing the case for the munici-
pality, Mr* Feetham said that, at the time of the outbreak of smallpox in
1897, the Boer Government had issued certain regulations. Under these
regulations, Coloured persons could not travel with whites in a tram-car
unless they were servants of the latter. As the regulations were then
1 Vide "Johannesburg Letter", pp. 305-6,
2 The original is wrongly dated May 14, 1906. It is clear, from the reference to the
hearing of Coovadia's suit against the Municipality on Friday the 18th, that this despatch was
written on or after that date. The last few paragraphs are dated May 22, 1906.